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This study tests the contention that a reinforcing

agent‘s manner of administering rewards and punishments is construed
by his associates as revealing his murgin of freedos, and that
associates are more attentive to cues concerning a reinforcing
agent*s dispositional qualities, and more inclined to ingratiate
themselves to him, when he employes reinforcement techniques that
imply a high deqree of freedom, Eighty-eight naive subjects vere
reinforced for perforasance on an anagram task on either a 4O% or a
100% reinforcoment schedule. Those subjects Tecelving 40%

reinforcement:

(1) attributed greater frecedom to the "teacher”; (2)

vere more attentive tc cues concerning the teacher's dispositional
qualities; and (3) aanifested a greater tendency to lagratiate
themselves to the teacher. Results suggest that reinforcements are
coagunicative acts vhich icform the recipient of the probabla
invtentions, attitudes and treedom of the ajent who administers thnu.
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CATION POSITION OR FOLICY

In a recent literaturce review Steiner {in press) examined
a wide array of research and theory sujggesting that the reac-
t.....8 an individual evokes from his associates depend in part
upon the anount of freedom they aftribute to hin. Thus, for
example, evidence indicates that associates are less likely
to immite d;spositional qﬁéiifiés-to the individual when hic
ohservable behavicra are thought to be role directed than when
they appear to be performed without external coercion ox
restraint. Under the former condition 2ssociates are also -
less inclined to be persuaded by the Individual's advocacy
of an attitudinal positiocn, and less prone to form stronyly
positive or negative appralsals of him. Furthermore,
acsociates are more likely to react in an ingratiating manner
il the individual scems to enjoy a margin of freedom to de-
cidz whnether or not hé will administer tha payoffs he continls.
The preseant study continues the investigation of attributed

freadacize IL tests ¢heo contention that » xeinforcing adent's

- menner of administering rewards and punishients is construcd

Ly his assnciates as revealing his nmargin ot frecdom, and that
associatea ara more attontive to‘cues concexning 2 reinforcing
agent's dispositignal qualitiesa, and more inclined to
%ngxatiate thenselves to hin, uhcn‘hqremploys relnforcement
éecﬁn;quas that inply a high degece of fréedom..

In previous studies researchors have induced the
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perception that an actor has little freedom by publicly
assigning him to a role (Jones, Davis & Gergen, 1961; Steiner
& Field 1969), by telling subjectf that the actor has been
instructed to produce a message favorigg a spec1f’ed point of
view {(Jones & Harras, 1967}, or by creating conditions under
which it appeérs ualikely that the actor possesses the ability,
knogledge or environmenial support that 18 needed in order to
dﬁénge his behovior (Berkowitz, 1962; Burnstein & Worchel,
1960; Cohen, 1955; Lanzetta & Hannah, 1969: Pastore, 1952;
Weiner & Kukla, 1970; Wiggins et al., 1965). In only a few
studies of the thi;d type has the actor's own behavior been
manipulated to create the impression that he possesses a wide
or narrow margin of freedom. The authors have dlacovered no
- instance in which.the rewarding behaviovs of a reinforcing
agent have been systematically manipulated for this purpose.{
If a person is kn;wn to lack fxcedom we are likely <o
aipéct him to behave in a rather standard and consistent man~
v::. But if a person is known to behave in a highly con-
sistent and predictable fashjion, will we conclude that he
therefore lacks freedom? If a reinforcing agent always
rewa;ds one type of response, and always punishes another,
willlhe be seecn as enjoying Jess freedom to determine his own
rcinforcement strategy than one.who adheres fo a schedule of
variable reinforcerent? Sucﬁ-méy be the case for either of
twb teasoﬁs3: {a) routine behavior teads to acquire an aura

nE normativeness=(Wa11er & Hill, 19513 Thibaut & Kelley, 1959),

or (b) behaviors tﬁat seem typlical or appropriate tend to ba

»




3
understood as consequences of situatidnal constraints or social
rules, and are not thought to be prompted by the actor's
personal preferences {Jones & Davis, 1965). '

Hypothesis 1. An individual whose reinforcing behaviors
are highly consistent across trials (e.g., 100% reinfotcemént)
will be seen as pnssessing less freedom to select his own
reinforcing stfategy thaﬁ will an individual who employs a less
consistent schedule {e.g., 40% rein€orcemert).

It has been repoxted (sec Jones & Davis, 1965; Steiner,
in press) that suLjects are more confident of their evaluaticns

of persons whose behaviors appear %o be freely performed than

U T Y e

of those who are thought to act under constraints. Consequently,

if Hypothg3is 1 is confirmed, a second hypothesis may be
" advanced. v

Hypcthesis 2. Subjecés receiving inc-nsistent reinforce-
rent willlmauifest greater confidence in their ratings of tﬁe
agent's dispos}tional qualities than will subjects receiving
consistent reinlorcement.

When a reinforcing agént seons free to do as he pleases,
'people on wvhom he may bestow hié rewards are well advised to
.diacdver what pleases him. Thus if Hypothesis 1 is‘supporteﬁ
we may anticipéte that an inconsistent reinforcement zchedule
Qill prompt greatex attentivenesa to cues concetniné the
agent's beliefs and preferences than will a consistent rein-
forcedeﬂt schédule.’ ’

Hypothesis‘3. After exposure to cues coﬁcerning a

reinforcing agent's dispositional gualities, subjects whe have
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received inconsistent reintforcement from the agent will report
these cues more accurately than will subjects who have
received consistebt reinforcement.

According to Jones (1964), Jones et al. (1965), and
Kauffman & steiner (1968), subjects are unlikely to ingratiate
themselves to a power figure who has little freedom to decide
wﬁen or how his power will be employed. ﬁowever, ingratiation
is a common tactic for galning payoffs from power agents who
are thought to enjoy a margin of freedom concerning the ﬁse of
their power.u Assuning support for Hypothesis 1, we ma, predict
thé following relationship.

Hypothesis 4., Subjects exoosed to inconsistent rein-
forcement will manifest a greater tendency to ingratiate thenm-
selves to the reinforcing agent than will those who receive
conasistent reinforcement.

The consistency with which a reinforcing agent administers
rewards and punishmants is ricche on)v factor that may in-
fluence the amvunt of freedom he is presumed to enjoy. If the
persons over whom tha agent exerciseé his control liear ox sés
a Ligher authority instruct the agent when to uso his rein-
forcing capacities, they’are unlikely to attribute much freedom
te him. In this reseacch hoth the reinforcement schcdule of
the agunt and rgéeipt gg; nonreceipt of tnstructions are
manipulated. - If the receipt of instructlons affects perceived
frecedom ih-‘ the sane Qay as does consistent reinforcement,
Hypoth=ses 2, ), and 4 may be rephrased to express the impact of
the.qumerbvariable. Thus subjects who receive veinforceaments

'
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from an instructed reinforcing agent should {a) express little
confidence in their evaluations of the dispositional charac-’
teristics of the agent, {b) be inattentive to cues concerning
his dispositioﬁal aualities; and therefore inaccurate in
racalling such cuea, and (c) be uninclined to ingratiate

themselves to him.

_ Method
Subjects and Design '
Ninety male students enrolled in the elenentary psychology
course at the University of Illinois served as subjects in the
experiment, They received course credit for their participation.
Two subjects were eliminated from the analysis; one expressed
suspicion concerning tha true identity of the accomplice and
one was unable to complete the required questionnaires and

procedures within the one hour time allotwent. A 2 x 2

factoriai design was eﬁployed. Half the subjects received

_ centinuous reinfo:cement £rom an experimentdl accomplice, while

the remainder received varisble reinforcement. Within each

of these two categories of subjects, half 5aw the accomplice
receive instructions concerning the mann2r in which reinforcew~
ments should be adninistered and half did not. Twenty-two

2

subjects were randonly assigned to each cell of the design,

Frocedure

The subject and accomplice (a male student) waited in a

© corricor until the experimehter appeared and ushered them into

the experinental room. They wefe geated at & table and asked

91
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to respond to gggtems from the California F scale by placing

checkmarks on 5-inch graphic scales. The end points of the

scales were anchored by "agree very strongly" and "disagree

very strongly". Aftexr this instrument was collected partic-

ipants responded tc the Rotter I-E scale (Rotter, 1966).

The experimenter then explained that the major purpose
of the experiment was to examine the effects of a teacher's
behavior en a student's performance. In particular, the
experimenter claimed to be interested in identifyinyg the kind

of instructional behaviors that improve a student’s performance.

’p
It was announced that one subject would be randomly assigned

the role ¢f teacher and one subject that of a student. The
"randonm" gelection process was a rigged lottery through which
the accomplice was always assigned the role of teacher.

Partiqipants were then moved to a table on the epposito
side of the roon. Oﬁ'th:s table were two pjles of 25, 3 x 5
cards labeled “anagram task 1" and "anagrah task 2", and a
metal box. The experimentexr informed participants that during
the course of the experiment they would complete the two
anagram tesks and that an intermission wnuld be interspersed
betweeni‘;e two taens. The second anagran task was an.
experimentai ploy and was never actually utilized.

The metal box was placed near the teacher, and the first
decX of anagrams was placei behirnd it, blocking the student's
vicuw of the'anagrams. After a brief explanatory introduction
to the anagraﬁ-task; the teaehef Qae instructed to present

the nnagraﬁe ona at a time to the student. The experimenter



demonstrated with the first four cards,

The student was ipstructed to solve the anagrams as
quicﬁiy as possible and to state his answer aloud. It was
made clear that tﬁe fofmation of any English word using each

letter once, within the 20-second time limit, would be con-

" sldered a correct response. The experimenter asserted that

~ he would time the student orn each anagram and would state after

each response whether it was correct 6: incorrect. Trive of
the 25 Anagrams were insolvable. The other 20 had been
selected aftexr numerous oretests had indicated that they werc
easy enough to be readily solved by college students.

The experimenter opened the metal box which was sp/E;;;ZQd
that its contents could not be séen by the subjeci, and said:

"Teacher, another of your duties is to dispense
reinforcements to the student in the form of coins
from this box. Student, any money you have left over
at the end of this task is yours to keep and, simi-
larly, any money you have at the end of the second
anagram task wil) also be yours to keep. Teacher,
you will also m ke some money; however, you are
being patd a get amount for portlicipation in the
study. Your money has already becn set aside for

. you." '

Receipt of reinforcement rules. In half of the sessions
the teacher (accom§iiée) was told to reinforce the student
according %o 5-schedule providéd by %the experimenfer. He wvas
giveh a card ostensibly containing reinforcemént rules and
told, "I want you to follow thes? instructiong explicitly in
your rewarding and punishing of the student with this money.
Keep the instructions with you and refer to them at any time
you need to." (During the anagram task the accomplice fre-

quently referred to the instructions.) Although subjects saw

..
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the teacher receive the card of instructions they had no way

of knowing how spccific or detailed the rules were.

Nonreceint of reinforcément_;g;gg. In half of the
sessions the teacher was not given a card bearing instructions
but was told, "You are to use this roney in any way yoﬁ think
will be most effective in improving the student's pérformance.
During the course of the anagram task you can give the student
money at any time or take money back at any time. I leave it
completely to your own discretion to create your own schedule
_ of rewa:d and punishment."”

A

Continuous reinforcement. In half of the sessions this

teacher re;nforced the studen> according to a continuous (CRF)
schedule, rewarding th2 student with a dime for each anagram
correctly solved and punishing him for each incorrect snlution
by taking away a dimer Eighty percent {20) of the reinforce-
Rents were positiVe éhd tweqty percent (5) of the reinforce-~
ments were negative, leaving the student with the total
earninys of $1. 56.

Variable reinfopgggpnt. In half of the sessions the
teacher reinforced the student on a predetermined variable
ratio (VR: 2.5) schedule, rewarding the student with a quarter
‘eigh£ times and twiéé punishing the studeqt by taking a quaiter
'away.3 Therefore,'élthough the reinforcement schedule and
magnitude of reinforcement Qaried batween qondifions, within
eéch condition 80% of the reinforcements were positi?e and

20% were negative, and all subjects earned $1. 50,4

Upon completing the anagram task the aubject was basured
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once again that he could kéep his carnings and was encouraged
to put the money in his pocket. Tﬁe experimenter then
admin’stered the Effectence Arousal {EA) scale (Byrne & Clore,
1967) to both participants, under the guise of examining their
reactions to the first anagram task. Following the BEA scale
the accomplice was informed that sincc he was sexving as
teacher in the experiment, the expuriﬁenter would like to
learn about-his "personality" and “some of his ideas concerning
teaching." The student waé handed & Life magazinz and told
that he could relsx during tnis brief intermicsion and look at
the magazine if he wished. However, the experimenter reminded
the subject that he would soon be working on the Secord "money-
making anagram task" which would be jdentical in form to the
first task.

The teacher was ushered to a table at the opposite side of
tne rocom and secated alongside the experimenter with his back to
the studant. The sﬁudent, howeveyr, was close enough €0 ﬁear
the ensuing conversation and was thus free to ignore the

nagazine and cavesdrop if he chose ¢o do so. The interview,

which was concducted in subdued tones, began with an "association

test". The ekperimenter orally presented a series of stimulus
A ,
words, ~nd the accomplice responded with a prearranged responsw

to each stimulus., Half of the items resembled those of a

typical "association" test (e.g., love-girl) whilc the others

dealt with the student-teacher situation (e.g., error-mistakel.

All of the prearranged responses seemed to ths athors to be

consistent with tho stimuli with which they were paired.

-
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At the completion of these items the experimenter atated
that he would like to obtain information concerning the
teacher's teaching philosophy. To accomplish thia end the
expesrinenter asked the teacher six short qﬁestions concerning
his tcachihg philosophy (e.g., What is the most effective way
v of improving learning: reward or punishment?). To each
iquestion the accbmplice responded with a ﬁredetermined one- or
two-sentence answer. These questions and the accomplice's
answers have been reported elsewhere by Davidson (1970), as has
the list of stimnlus and response words mentlicned above.
Following the interview the student's magazine was col-
lected and participants were informed that the axperimenter
Jt{ ’r 1,0/
was also interested in finding ‘cut whetuer teacher~student
pairs who know one another perform better on an intellectual
task than teachez-student pairs who do not. Participants were
told that they would have a clhiance to become acquainted through
the use of a highly ceoatrolled conversation technique
(Kauffmann & Steiner, 1968).
If we Just allow two people to talk together
for a few minutes some ¢groups of people would talk
about one thing and other Lroups would tualk about
something entirely different. To ensure that all
. our groups talk about the same thing, I will give
you a guestionnaire on which you are to indicate
a few of your beliefs or attitudes. You are each
receiving different questionnaires, but after you
have f£illed them out you will exchange papers to
enable ycu to see how the other person feels about
the lysues. Then you will each answoer the same
questions thé other answered and we will exchange
papers again. This way you will learn something
of the other person's attitudes just as you might
- in a normal conversatiocn. o

The accorplice received a questionnaire centaining the

19
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8 F..scale items that both patticipants had completcd at the
outset of the experimental session,-whe:eas the subject
received a form containing 8 éifferent items from the F scale;
The accomplice résponded to his scale by checking spaces that
had already been lightly marked by the experimenter.> When
the student and ;eacher exchqued papers the student learned
that the teachér'held vier that were systématically different
fro& his own. Beéause.the student had been instructed to place
checkmarks on the teacher's paper in oxder to indicaté how he
pefsonally felt aboﬁt each of the items, and because h? realized
the teacher would sce the ansviers ha suplLlied, an opportunity
was created for the student to ingratiate himaelf to the teacher
thrdugh the use of conformity.

Following completion of the "controlled conversation" the
experimentef said thaf he wanted the teacher to £ill out a

questionnaire that was different from the one the stident would

be reéé; ihg and involﬁed very different instructions. Con-

"aequéntly, the experimenter informed the teachcr that he would

prefer to have hinm complete this questionnaire in another room.

He then ushered the teacher into an adjacent roon, returning

irmediately to the experimental room. The subject was presented

with an instrument asking him to recall the tcacher's sesponses
to “soth the qﬁestions'conce}ninq teaéhing philosophy and to tho
assevciation fesé. There were also itens concernling the subject's
perception.qf the teaqhe;.

.Upon ccapletion of this questionnsaire ihe student vas told

I

that there did not seem %0 be encugh time available for the

11



. 12
second anagram task. He was allowed to keep his earnings
and was informed that he had done well on the anagram task.
2 letter was sent to each subject at the completion of the
research, describing the experiment and its results, and

explaining the Wecesstity’ for thc deception.

Results
Perception of Freedom |

_ Perception of the other's freedom was measured on two
9-point scales: “How free did the teacher feel ro withhold
reward when you gave a correct answer to an anagram?" and
"How frée did the teacher feel to withhold punishment when
you ﬁade a mistpke on an anagram?". The end points of both
scales were anchocred by (1} "not at all free"lapd (9) "very
frea" Because the responses to these itens wer;_highly
correlated {r=,79 across cells; within cells the lowest
correlation was ra.Sz) the scores were sunmed to yield a
single neasure of perceived freedom. ‘

" Table 1 sunmarizes the recults of a 2 x 2 analysis of
variancc performed oﬂ the perceived freedoﬁ scores. ~Thore
wag a significant main effect of reinforcement schedule
(p'( 001) indioating that the mean perceived frendom score
was significantly higher for the variable ratio ccnditions

(12.45) than for the continuous conditions (4. 98). Neither

significant,

P L L T e N T L]

Insert Table 1 about here‘
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A Newnan-Keuls test performed on the :ell means indicated
that: {a) VR, no-instructions was significantly larger *han

CRF, no-instructions (p<.01), and (b) VR, instructions was

significantly larger than CRF, instructions (p< .0l). The

reinforcement sche?ule ﬁanipblation accounted for 48% of the
variance in the perceived freedom ratings. Thus there is
support for the first hypothesis which preiicted that an agent
vhose reinforcingvbehavior§ are high;y consistent will be seen
as bossessing less freedom than an agent who employs a variable
schedule of reiniorcement.

The impact of reinforcement schedule is aliso revealed by
subjects' xespnnses t6 a request that they "describe the
teacher as he really is." 7T:ble 2 reports the anchor points
and values‘of the ratings subjects gave on four nine-step scaler,
A separate analysis of Qariance was performed for each item
and revealed a signif#crnt main effect for reinforcement |
schedules {p. .0}) and a significant instructions x reirforce-
ment interactién {p 71.01) for each. It is clear that sﬁbjecté
who experienced the variable conditioﬁs described the teachex
as mgre unpredictable, origiﬁal, flexible, and‘changeable thaﬂ
did those who were exposed o contiquous.reinforcemenf.
ﬁowever, thé'effect'qf the teachef'p.reinforcement_schedule
tended to be greator whei. he had not received instructions than
when‘he had. Although these findings do not dealléxplgcitly

with perceived freedom, they are congistent with the contention

that variable ratio reinforcement favors the attribuvidion of

freedon to the agent who dispenses it.d_:

13



I A M e r nen 1 = i ek e, ot i e

14

Ll T e R T o LW

Insert Table 2 about here

Confidence in Ratinga

As predicted by attribution theory, and in partial support

of the second hypothesis, subjects indicated greater confidence

in their evaluations of the teacher when he had received no
instructions (X=6.47) than when he had presumably been told
how to administer reinforcements (X=5.5, p<.02), Hypothesis
2 also predicted that subjects would be more confident of their
evaluations of an agent employing a variable schedule of rein-
forcament than of one empioying a continuous schedule, However,
the means differed in the direction opposite to that specified
by this prediction (CRF X=6.30; VR %=5.60; p< .10). cConfidence
was meaeured on a nine«step graphic scale.
Attentiveness :

Attentiveness to cues concerning the teacher's beliefs and

preferences was assessed by two measures of incidental learning:

‘(a)'number of teachex's associates correctly recalled, and

(b) number of the teacher's responses to the teaching philosophy

' interview correctly recalled.

The maximum score for the association test was tcn.

Table 3 reports a main effect for reinforcement schedule

h:(.obl). indicating that the mean number of recalled responses

was significantly higher for the variable ratio conditions
(4.77) than £or the continuous conditions (3.29). Neither the

'interaction effect nor the main effect of instcuctions was

14
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'signiricant.
~Ipsert Table 3 about here

A Newman-Keuls test revealed that: (a) VR, no-instructions
‘was significantly larger than CRF, no-instructions (p <.01),
and (b) VR, instructions was significantly larger than CRF,
, instructions, (p< .05). The reinforcement schedule accounted
for 12% of the variance in the number of associates recalled.

Six éuestions concerning the teacher's responses during
tha teaching philosophy interview were presented-to'the subject
in the form of‘a multiple choice test. For each item there
were three poseible choices; thus the chance level of correct
respnnding was represented by a score of 2. The results of the
analysis of variance summarized in Table 4 revealed: (a) a
significant main effect for reinforcement schedule (p<.001),
indicating that the mean number of correct responses was .
significantly higher for the variable ratio conditions (3. 71)
than for the continuous conditions (2. 53), and (b) a marginally
significant main effect for instructions (p<2.06), indicating
that the‘numher of correct responses, for the withont-instructions
conditions (3 41) was higher than for the with instructions
conditions (2 ez). '

L e e e R e Lok T Yo

Insert Table 4 &bout Lere
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A Newman-Keuls test revealed that: {a) VR, no-instructions

‘.‘- 15
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* was significantiy larger than CRF, no-inétructions (pF(.Ol),
and (b) VR, instructions was significantiy larger than CRP,
1nstructioﬁ§ (p <.05). The schedule manipulation and the
instructional manipulation accounted for 14% and 2% of the
variance of the dependent variable,
‘ . These findings support Hypothésis 3 and are consistent
with the éoﬁtent{on that subjects are more-attentive to cues
enitted by agents reiﬁforcing on a variable séhedule than to
agents reinforcing on-a céntinuous schedule. . There is also
mafﬁinal support for the contention that subjects are more
attentivg to agents who have not publicly received reinforcement
rules than to those who have been instructed to behave in a
given marner.
Ingratiation

Each subject respondpd twice to the same 8-item version
o of‘the ?_sqale; once af the outset of the experiméntal session
and again after seeing the reépon;es of the aEcomplice. 'in the
- second inétance subjects knew their ratings wbuhd subseguently
be vieﬁed by the accémplice. To compute the conformity scorgll
the 5;1nch gréphic-scéles wére éivided into 20_§uarter—inch
segmehts} The éubject's'cbnformity.score for each item was
obtained by éountiﬁg the numﬁer of 8egmentsihe moved his second
reSpoqse.in the direction of the BCCGNPIiCé'S response,

A 2 x 2 analysis of variance performed on the conformity
scores is dﬁmmarized ;n Table 5, It reveals marginally sig-
nificant main effécts of tﬁo instructional manipulation (p<. .06)

and réiﬁférc¢$ent schedule (pg .10). The differencea between

16



17:
the means reported in Table 5 are in the predicted directions,
with more conformity being manifested by subjects receiving the
variable ratio and no- instructions treatments. However, the
variances within cells are sizable, and the obtained findings‘
are interpreted as constituting weak but consistent support
for hypothesis four. The instructional manipulation and the
schedule manipulatxon account for 3.1% and 2% of the variance
reSpectively.
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Insert Table 5 about here
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Attentiveness and Ingratiation as Correlates of Perceived

Freedom

It was suggested above that (a) the degree of freedom

-attributed to a reinforcing agent depends upon the schedule of

reinforcement he follows and upon whether or not he is believed
to have been aseigned a specific roie;' and that (b) attentive-
ness and ingratiation .on the part of the reinforced individual
are direct functions of the amount of freedom attributed to the -
agent.v Data presented in Table 1 strongly supporttd the con-
tention that perccived freedom is affected by the agerit's
reinforcing qehaviors, but do not reveal a sign;ficant impact '

of reinforcement instructions. Table 6 reports correlations

. between perceived freedom and ‘measures of attentiveness and

‘ingratiation.

N
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Ingert Table 6 about here
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For the entire sample of subjects each of the obtained

correlations is positive and significant., For subjects

receiving specific reinforcement treatments the correlations are,

of course, attenuated by the narrow range of scores on per-
ceived freedom. (Reinforcement schedule accounted for 48% of
the variance of such scores.) However, even under these
restrictive circumstances perceived freedom tends to be
positively associated with attentiveness and ingratiation.
The correlations for subjects receiving specific information

treatments are also positive.

Discussion
It was predicted that a variable reinforcement schedule
would evoke greater attentiveness to cues concerning the rein-
forcing agent's dispositional qualities, and more ingratiating
behaviors, than would a continuous reinforcement schedule, -

These predictions were based on the assumption that an agent

who employs a variable ratio is believed to possess a wide

margin of freedom to do as he pleases. When an agent is per-
¢ ived in this light, it behooves the recipient of his rein-

forcing acticns to discover what pleascs him and to act in a’’

'manner that will win his approval. The data of this study ars

consisteﬁt with taeoe predictions and assumptions, though the
reiationship getweendthe agent's reinforcement schedule and the
amount of ingratiation he elicited did not reach a conventional
level of statistical siqnificance {p-..10).

Parallel predictions concerning the impact of publicly

18



assigning the agent reinforcement rnles were not so uniformly
supported. Subjects did not attribute significantly greater
freedom to unassiqned.égents, and, although subjects manifested
greater attentiveness wnen there was.no public assignment, this
effect was significant for only one of two neasures._ Unassigned
subjects elicited more ingratiation than.did those who wcre‘
publicly assigned, bot this outcome was only marginnlly signif-
icant (p<.06). ' k ’
In retrospect it appears likely that our manipulation of
role assignment was ratheriweak. The teacher was handed a
small card and told that it carried instructions concerning
. proper reinforcing behavior. But the naive subject had no way
of knowinyg how detailed these instructions might be, or whether
. they imposed severe or mild restrictions on the teacher's
actions. Had this ambiguity not been bresent in the wanipula-
tion, findings eoncerning the effect ¢f role assignment mignt
have been more oniformly consistent with oredictions. In any
\event it should be noted that obtained results were in the
anticipated directions even vhen they were not statistically
vsignifieanti ’
it might be argded_that the rather strong effect of rein-
forcenment scheddi» reflected a difference between:the treet—
ments with'respect to the amount of money subjects might'con-
eeivably‘expect to win. fhus, although snbjects receiving VR
”and CRF treatments actually won the same amounts, it is
reasonable to suspect that VR subjecte envisioned the possibility

of winning morxe than CRF subjects after the recess was

19 ’
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_ terminated. (in VR treatments the teacher disoensed and
withdrew guarters, whereas in CRF treatments he dealt only
with dimes.). 1f VR subjects believed the teacher had a larger
sum at his”disposal than did‘CRF subjects; the tendency of the
former to manifest greater attentiveness and ingratiation may
‘have reflected their estimates of the teacher s “stake" rather
than his presumed freedonm to dispense it. The data of this
study do not permit an unequivocal test of this hypothesis,
since %=!l:» treatments that are likely to have encnvraged the
percepiicn of high "stake" are the onés in which subjects
attributed the most freedom to the teacher. However, the fact
that oerceived freedonm tonded to be positively correiated with

attentiveness and ingratiation even within treatment categories

suggests that the inagined magnitude of the teacher's "stake"
was not totally responsihle for the obtained results. Steiner
(in press) has suggested that perceived freedom is a joint
yfunﬂtion of the valence of possible outcomes and the probability
. that they will be obtained. If this is the case, reinforcement
schedule and "stake may be co- determinants of the freedom that
53 attr;buted to a reinforcing agent.

It is pwssib’° that VK subJocts are especially attentive
‘because the ogent's reinforcing behaviors seem unusual,
'iilogical or bizarze._ Byrne and CIore (1967} have argued that
" inexplicable events thteaten one s self confidcence, and thus

arouse an 'efiectance motive" (White, 1959). Ancording to their
view, one needs to understand the environment in order to feel

N

secure, whereas the theory advanced in this paper maintains
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that one seeks to understand manipulable aspects of the

venvironment in order that‘they may be manipulated to onue's
advantage. Perhaps both motives for attentiveness are operative
in many situations, but there ig a.reason for doubting that
"effectancé":is a very satisfactory exclanation of the be-
havicrs of our VR subjects. Byrne and Cloret!s scale for
measuring efféctance arousal was administered to all subjects

immediately following completion of the anagrams task. The

means ' th2 obtained scores for the two reinforcercnt conditions

were airunt identical (Vk=12.5; CRF=11.9: F - 1),

The findings of this study suggest that reinforcements have
effects that are often ignored by reéearchers. When subjects
are humz. beings, rewards and punishrents may be moré than nmere
instrumentalities for strengthening or weakening habits, or
incenfives by which dgsired behaviors are induced. They may
also be commﬁnication devices which.inform the recipient aBout
the probable intentions, attitudes, and ffeedoﬁ of the agént
who administors.tbem. VR is likely to tell the recipieﬁt that
' ﬁe is déaling wifh a ébmparétively free agent whose actions
reveal his petsonal preférences and idiosyncracies, and who may
bg‘éusgeptiPSu toiiﬁgrptiétion; On the other hand, CRP tends
" to mark the agent as one who lacks freedom, whose behaviors
disclose little about h1§ diapositional character, and who is
relatively immune to ingratiation.. To be sure, when VR is
administered by an experimenter in a laboratory setting, it
may communicate approximafely the same message us does CRFi

human subjects arc )ikely to realize that even seemingly
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erratic experimenters are highly programmed and enjoy tittle

discretionary freedom. However, outside the laboratory the
pattern of reinforcements received by an individual may have
a strong influence on the manner in which he perceives the
controlling agent, and on his attitudesc toward that person.
If this {is thq case, behavior therapy may be assumed tn evoke
complex cognitive and evaluative processes.which are not
comfortably handled by the Skinnerian model. To a fav areater
degre: il:an rats or even chimpanzees, humans appeaX ‘5 impose
meaning tuon social situations, and an agent's reinfcrcement
scheduie nay readily become a source of cues which guide this
endeavor.

It jo casy to infer iuplications of this research ror
child tr>.ning, teacher-pupil relétions, and a broad array of
situations in which reinforcements are employed. Additional
work is needed to determine how completely the findings of
this study cén be general;zed to covér events that occur in

such real-1ife settings.
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The VR‘schedule was identical for all subjects.

Four subjects were unable to solve cne of the solvable
,raéxamezlt;o in the VR, no-instructions condition, and one

in each of the CRFP conditions. Missing an anagram in a CRF

a condition resulted in the subject earning only $1.30, whereas

5.

it had no effect on earnings in the VR conditions. These
four subjects Qere not dropped from the analysis; their
scores on dependent vcriables ;ere consistent with those of
subjects responding correctl& to all anagrams. o »

While the participants were completing the 1-E scale the

) experimenter had placed checkmarks on an unmarked copy of the

8 item form he had collected from the subject. Two of the
marks were located at exactly the same positions on the 5-
1ncﬁ graphic scales as wefe the subject's initial xesponses.
Answers to three items were‘displeced ik inches 4n the
direction of greater authorifarianism, ané the other three
were displaeed one inch in the same direction. Direction of
disc;epancy was not varied because previous research

(Kauffmann & Steinex, 1968) had shown that although dircction

A

no
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of discropancy does indeed affect amount of ingratiation, there

is no significant interaction of direction with a nunber of

other variables.
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Table 1

Analysis of Variance of the

s

Perceived Freedom Scores

Source af MS F ) 0
.Between K
Instructions (I) 1 10,92 .73 o4
Schedule (3) h 1,230.01 82.C1 .00}
I XS 1l 19.10 1.27 o217
Within 84 14.99

" Group Means

_Reinforcement Schedule

‘ VR " -CRF
. : Yes ©11.64 . 5,09
.. Insc¢ructions , o
' e No T 13.27 4,86
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Table 2

Mean Ratings of the Ruinforcing Agent

Made by Four Treatment Grbups

Anchor Points

VR, CRF, CRF,
P -> 9 No-~1 I No-I I
Predictable -> Unpredictable 6.6 5.4 1.7 3.1
Programmed -> Original 6.2 3.6 3.3 3.5
Rigid -> Flexible 6.4 4.4 '2.7 3.9
Cpnsistent ~> Changeable: 6.3 5.0 1.8 3.2
29




Table 3

. Analysis of variance of the Number

of Free Associates Recalled

Source |

af MS E p<
Between .
Instructiors (1) 1 7.10 1.92 17
. Schedule (8) b 48,10 12.99 .001
IxS 1 1.38 .37 +55
Within 84 3.70
"+ Group Means
Reinforxcement Schedule
VR CRF
L Instructions Yes 4.36 3.14
' ' 5.18 3.45

No
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Table 4

Analysis of Variance of the Number of

Teaching Philosophy Responses Correctly Identified

Source ' at Ms

E R<

Betweén .
' Instructions (I) 1l 7.6€8 3.85 .054
: " Schedule (S) 1 30.73 15.39 .00l
Ixs 1 .73 .36 .55

Within 84 2.00

© Group Means

Reinforcement Schedule

VR CRP
_ Yes  3.32 2,32
‘Insgructions )




Table 5

Analysis of Variance of the Conformity Scores

Source : ' af M5
Between
Instructions (I) b 180.41
Schedule (S) 1 127.68
Ixs 3 11.64

HWithin 84 46.40

E B<
3.88 .052
2.76 <Jo
«25

Mean Conformity and Standard Deviation Per Cell

W, - VR,
No-1I - I
x . 10.55  8.41

S.D. ' 6.59 6.43

CRF,
No~X

8.86

7.43 .

CRE,
I
5.27
6. 76
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Table 5

Corxelation Betweren Attribdted Freedom and Other Variables

¢

————

Variables

Attentiveness - Conformity
Category of . - Teaching
Subjects: N  2ssociates ~Philosophy
All Subjects 88 ¢ 3g%%k .38 k*e o 21%
VR Subjects 44 2 26%* .09 P 3SNKR
CRF Subjects 44 «11 23% -.07
Instructions -
Subjects 44 ¢34 %K% 034 % k% .14
No-Instructions . ’
Subjects 44 : ek L1 JALhhN o 25%%

* significantly different from zero at the .1 level
*% Significantly different from Z2ro at the .05 level
*#% Significantly different from zero at the .0l level

33



